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mTRdbucrmN AN OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM .

The nat:ional trend t;oward declining pupil enrollment:s is well documented

(National Center for Education Statistics, 1980). Yet national figures dis~

g guise significafit reglonal differences. While communities in the Midwest and

< ! . - s
\Iortheast: are closing schools, t:hosé in the Southwest are coping with a swell-

:Lng poﬁulation Even within regions there are .often not;able variations. For
Exanple in East;em Mas’sachuset:t:s some d;lst;ricts have lost: half their enroll-

ment;s since 1970 while others have grown by 10 to 50% during the same period. 1

)
Under these circwnst;ancesait is not; surprising that educators did not plan for

contraction,* particularly when st:affing needs rather than buildin@ or curric-

wla'were considered. As a knowleageable official of the ‘4assachuset;t;s Teachers

Association once said tg‘{one of,)@ graduate classes "Who could have believed

!

t;hat layoffs of tenured t;eachers’would act;ually occur" Stre-we read t;he sta-
t;ist;lcs on enrollment, but: we always hoped for an upt;urn 1n births or t:hOught

that at; least, normal at;t:rition (t:hrough resignations retirements or deat;hs)

e

. would t:ake care of position cut;s

14

Declining pupil enrollments and the pas@age of property t;ax referenda,

.

snch as Proposition 2% in Massachuset;t;s have forced many school districts to
try to develop orderly mechanisms for staff contraction. ’Ihis situation raises
.a series of agonizing quéstions. On what bases will s.t:aff be retained or re-

N Ny~

leased? Should the more senior teachers be kept while t;heir younger, less

experlenced colleagues are let ‘go? Or should other criteria, particularly per-

* . . formance evaluations, be considemd? How will teachers, particularly in their

s ) - _
colleague relationships; respond to the process of RIFing? . .

'
»

l'Ihese figures are documented in the fx publications of .the Department of
Education's-Enroliment Projections for Public Schools in Massachusetts and in -
data I obtained directly from a number of school. dist;ricts . !

) o -l 3 .
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In tnis paper I will consider one way in which teachers may cope with

conditions threaten:mg trxeir Job security. Specifically, I will examine the

R -
propo.%.ition that they will attempt to control or influence staffing decisions;

1l.e. aopointments promotions, transfers and releases when (a) their jobs
are threatened by enrollment decline or budget cutbacks, (b) the process of
staff reduction is based on ambiguous or. unacceptable criteria and procedures
and {c) thney nave minirum contacts with supervisors who evaluate them. A.

'diDCussion of the theoretical rationale for this proposit(ion will be followed

by a ge}_g&ngy__ test of 1ts appropriateness.l \ o ’ - ’ )
. " ’ L R . L / .
“THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK - ‘ :
In briﬁf : . | ', Lo~ | .
’I'r:e paper's: rationale can be. sumnarized as, follows. As bureaucratic ‘ .‘
organizations, {s\c/nools have a. formal division of authority extending from the )

N superintendent to principals,. teachers and pupils. At the same time teaching

a

tends to be_solitary-work with one adult directing a classroom of children

The strtictural looseness of school systems gives feachers considerable autononw .
or freedom from supervision., Generally speaking their work has a low level of
interdependence with that of their colledgues (Lortie, 1977). Consequently,
teachers tend to be uninvolved in educatiénal decisions beyond the domain of N

o their own classroan. ' N g 5 _ o
The pnset of staff reductions has tne potential .to- alter traditional role- "
SN .
relationships among practitioners If the criteria and oro%edures fgr RIF;Lng
] \
-are ambiguous or unacceptable to teachers staff dissatisfaction may trigger- .

demands for a significant role in school decisions. Nbre specifically, the .

LY

possioble use of poorly co°nstructed or measured performance dindicators may _ -
. - SU :

lThis report is based on the firsﬁ of three teacher surveys to be conducted
each Fall from 1980 to 1982. Obviously\ longitudinal anaiysis will provide
a more thorough test. { .

. . . K
. , . ..2... A S ’e . ‘ -
. ’ 4 Ly , ! s ’ 4
. . ‘o
. . .
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of ,pro'f‘essionalism

~
1)

galvanize tne demands of teachers to control or influence decisions affecting’

-
[y

employment and Job security. ’ , o, i . N
- . . .

-

From the literature: ' . *

Drawing on Max Weber's rational mocel of bureaucratic organizations,
. ’ '\

scnool systems are por*rayed by Bidwell (19 ‘97‘14) to have clear lines of author-

ity based or. a.hierarchical ordering of ‘roles Mrthermore,' individual merit and
competencs are central to one s recruitment and promotion to staff positions
iie conc-ddes tnis descriation by noting tnat schools function "according to rules

of ,)rocelure which set linits to the discretionary performance of of‘f‘ices ‘by

specifying botn tne aims a.zAd nodes of of‘ficial dction" (italics added).  This

<

" last point will be considered later 'whgn we examine RIF criteria and procedures. .

The so-called rational bureaucratic model of organization does not take
6-

info account the discretionary powers eagoyed by teac'ners in the classroom..
Of*en physically isolated from other adults and freed from close supervision.by
administra’cors, "teachers usually have considera%)le autononw in handl'lng the

interpersonal aspects of teaching" including the‘ "timing pacing and nwriad

*

details of &lassroom managemenb" (Lortie,- 197’[ 33). In effect, the structurai ‘
‘N
looseness (Bidwell, l905‘) or loose couplingr (Weick 1976) of school systems is

¢onducive for the -development of a prof‘essional .work—orientation amohg teachers. ,

On tne surf‘ace at least they a.re free to exerclise their professional J«bdgnent

¢ 8

" in the delivery of services. The presence of other f‘actors may: inhibit th_is type

. ' ¢ o
\ . F
Ve .

0 .
First even if‘ teachers are conceded the rig;ht to’set the’ pace and td:ming

of learming conditions, their selection of curricuium content or materials may .

ﬂb&o‘emﬂed by administrators or even school board members. 'I’hey often do not
have the ultimate authority or power to determine what should be. taught or how. B

A .
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} ) N hﬁn those with more extensive collaborat:ion (Jo,hnSOn, l975). In short, teachers .
may.

.

-

This. absence of control may arise partly from a lack of a common technical

’> . _ B ] . / ‘ \

language based on-a systematic bod,y of. knowledge (Dreeben 1970 Lortie, 1975)
Anotner constraining fact:or may be the legit;imate. pref‘erenoes of parents and

members of' the loca.l comminity. What:ever it's cause teachers generally have *

-~ "

not: been grant;ed t;he right: of self'-&gulation assdéclated with a prof'essional \

st:atus (Hall, J.969 Lor't',ie 1975 Myers, 1973»)

/
second schools organized int;o self'-coht:ained classrooms provide limit;ed
opportzunit:ies f'or the formation oI‘ colleague st:andards Alf:nougn t:eachers are

f‘reed from int:ensive aqministrative superwision t:hey inf‘requently see pthers at: *

. —

WOrK \Jreeben 1973) Furthermore, a low level of task interdependence (Lortie,
l97,) pmnot:es a hignly individualist:ic orientation In ot:her words t:here is

less incentive for colleague commmication or colla.boration when t:he wo;k— set:ting

.«

is divided int;o aut;onomous units, x Alternative st:ruct:ural arrangements, for
exampl/e team t;eaching are, more cqmucive for regular discussion and ’ *
planning of olassroom strategies. Whet:her t:h;is Geeurs or not: depends in large . \
measure on work int:erdeoendence (Bredo l°977 Cohen et. alr, l979) For examples; ..
the crossgrouping of pupils by ability or subject area requires less coordination

Joint; teach¥ng of a lesson ' In addition, school staffs with a Low propor-—

’

tion Ueammg appear to have less participation in school-wi%e decision making >

N
have aut;onorrw (1.e. independence from supervisory influence) wit;hout obt;a.ina

' .o {
ing peer control or consensus ‘over prof'essional pract:ice “ :

h .. L

Lsome educators (e.g. Covert; #1975; Featherstone and Feat:herstone 1977, e

McDaniel, 1979) have expressed skepticism-about the feasibiMty or advisapbility

Gf this pursult, toward professiodalism. Etzioni {1969), MeDiniel (1979)*and ¢
others have c13ssified teaching as a semi-professiop. Such distinctions are .
fruitless:,.The more important Juestion is:  What are the opportgnities "for- .
indiv;idual self-expression, for’free exercise of "judgrent,. and for the stlf‘— T
det:er-rdna‘cion of work activities?" (Dreeben, 1970 16). ,

.
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‘As an alternative to hierarchical control ang’a means of. increasing the
prof‘essionalism of t:eaching some Scholars have advocated a part@patory model
of. school organization ar.')d governance (Corwin and E)delf‘elt:, 1977 ; Featherstone
and Peatherstone, 1977; Liebermam, 1956; Lortie; 1375; Nbeller and Mahan,~l971
'Iumin 1977). ’I‘his theme has also been part of recent cbllective bargaining

\

agreements (Mit;chell et. al., 1981). Have teachers won a significant role in

' T educ{at;ional decision—nandng Although a negot;iat:ed cont:ract: provides t;he legal

2

ske.eton for school management: administ;rators and t:eachers are ult;imat:ely res-—

ponsible f‘or it:s effective implementation.. Jomnson's study (1981: 19) clearly ¢

~

lildwraces the, variety of possible responses from prinz_:ipals to contractual

lanuage:

% -
... Some enhanced the opportunity to involve teachers
in school managemént while others strictly limited -
teachers to advisory roles. A few used the contract
to mahage the school and insisted on literal compliapce
with its provisions, while most minimized its role and

I3

relied instead,on reciprocal relations with teachers ’ ,

g3 0 - L -

_Similarly,- jt:eachers may want broad participat:ion in all aspécts o$ school

to g;et things done.

functioning, or tihey may be sat;isf‘ied wi’ch their union S, enforcement: of contract
provisions restricting adnﬂmistrative infri;lgements on their classroom or out-
of‘-class periods Central to this discussion is t:he' scope of‘ t;eacher inv'diire—
ment, More specifically, do they have a role in the hiring, promotion or
firing of staff‘ or are they limited to more immediate concerns such as the

7
selection of inst:ructional materials? Geperally speaking, teachers have been e e

- -l

more concemed about instructional decision—making than purely administrative
mat:ters (Cgockehberg and Clark 1979; Carson and Friesen, 1978) As T will i

. ‘short;.y argue, ’cheir prof‘essional int:erest:s may widen if job-retention becomes

anissue f o T ,
. , -

by
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; N . . . .
The chamnel of involvement 1is another.consideration. Duning éhe 1960's

and ’ZO's. teachers across the country took militant action, including strikes
and non-compliance with district directives, in o}der to win legal recognition
of ne.right to organize and to engage'in collective baréaining. In some Instan-
ces such militancy has served to increase union membership (Guthrie and Craig,
1973).
viewed themselves as prof‘essionals capable of.‘ establisnin) work standards and

X
participat'ing in the decision-making processes of the school system (Corwin, 1970

Additionally, as ‘teachers have acquired power they have increasing,ly

. i

1974; Cox and Elmore, 1976; Spring, 1978).

'I’nis drive toward colleague contrdl of, or influence on, school affairs nas
been limited by internal divisions ‘among; instructiona_l practitioners (Rotigel

1972). Sone prefer individual autogorty to collegial discipline (Lortie, 1975).

Others are more supportive of@ a hierarchica_l model of _governance. Both groups may

feel that informal contact with administrators is the way to attain their educa-

.

tional objectives. At least one social scientist (Moeller, '1968) found that .

teachers "in highly bureaucratic .school systems nad a higher sense of pawer when

they nad personal contact, with administrators. Following tnis line of reasoning

. S L, 17 4
union mobilization of teacher colleague groups may be mitigated by persistent,®

e - L™} B
In addition to union nepotiations and inf‘or:mal contacts, a faculty council

N /

ray e a vehicle for inflaencing school decisions. In the Sén Jose*Teacher

satisfying contacts of ‘staff’ membet's with administrators.” = - - Co

.
s . °

»
InvolveTrEnt Project (Crockenberg and Clark 1979) each school's instructional

staff, usually with the' help of their principal, drew up a formal constitution

-

specifying tne council's f‘unétion. In some buildin@ tne faculty of‘fered

advice on dispensed pertinent inf‘omxation. In others the prjincipal needed to [

-

consult staff members before taking action. In still others, the- latter approved

. N » -
. . B
» N 4 ~ . -
. , . . s
- A . E -
c . o o
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* or authorized administrative action. While most teachers opted for an advisory

or consultative role, a few sought and ;obtained more direct control of school -
¥ ¢ .

é .
operations. As Crockenberg and Clark (1979' 116) report the level of involvement

o s "depended on the issue the degree to which it'e aff'ected sigiif‘icant professional
1 , R

interestg of the faculty, and the will ess, of the teachers to take risks in .

—

assuming responsibi¥ty for thelr decisions." =~ =

L

Other "models for teacher participation" (Myers 1973: lOO—lOS)‘have.beer:f
proposed. Howevepr it 1is not my intention to be all inclusive on the topic of
governance. Rather the discussion of the scope and mechanisms of teacher inf'lu-

ence on school decisions leads us to two fundamental questions for investigation:

Will the likelihood of .staff releases, (due to declining enrollments or budget
' . measures like 2%) prompt teachers to seek a direct role - whether” through in-

- formal or fomxal consultation or through a union contract or councll delibera-

[

tions - in personnel decisions, an area usually reserved to administrators?

More importantlv,( under what conditions is this likely to, occur?

Y
o

. To address these fuestions we will focus on some basic tenets of school
organization and governance As an ideal type a rational nierarchical model
stipulates lines of authority and power from superintendent to J,nstructional per-

sonnel. ' In practice the autonomy of teachers and tneir recently won rifnt to collec-

tive ‘oa.rgaining mean that a negotiated order of management prevails in most school

,eystems Principals may be authoritarian democratic administrators. Staff

members may be contentious op open to Lo and informal negotiations. The

point is that unless internal dissensions dominate school relationships, a

o - matual’ understanding of if not agreement on, ‘rights ﬁnd responsihilities will
i develop amOng all parties. The onset 'of declining enrollment and budget cuts
contains the potential to undermine this’legitimate order &f mahagement. - _ ‘

€ ' . 7 - . 4

.




If staff contraction‘becoxfxes necessary but the crit;eria and procedures

-

for RIF are ambiguous .or unaccept;able to staff members then the st:age is set."
. for Mncreased demands® of teachers’to cont;rol or influence decisions affegr,ing N

thelr employment: and job security. As present:ly conceived const:ruct:ed and used, 7

most measurenments of t:eat:hing perfomxancep do not’ provide a clear answer to the

-

v questions: Wno st;a.ys"’ Who goes" And on what: I%B More precisely, administra—

tive discriminations about; effect;ive teaching &gnd to bé arbitrary and unsubst:an—
. *
tiated by continual classroom observat:ions (Johnson, 1980). This may be ‘the

result: of the poor quality of the instrupents or the inadequate train:mg of, or

. t,ime available to, administ;rators. Ahother 'more ﬁmda}nentai reason is often found

- in orevailihg role relationships among pract:it;ioners

N X

As 1ong as a class €doesn't violate school ruIes of*decorum, €.8., no exces-
sive noise :! principa.l or department: head is unlikely to make an extended visit:
to a classroom (Lortie, 1977). He or she may not want: to int:rude on the normal
flow of classropm interaction. In some inst;it;utions teachers may have limited con~

t:act; with administrators ih a work context. Yet some research (e g., Corwin, 1970;

Gross and Herriott, “1965) has shown that t:he active involvement: of supervisors

is preferred by staff members.\ In Comrin's view t‘eachers complain mos‘c about: "being

H
- v —

evaluated wit:hout: being observed" (1970: 135). . e -
. y .
s SR (
8 W .
We come then t;o the ma,j or reasons why I have m/pothesized that Rmi criteria

which include performance evaluat:ions pave the way for t;eacher agit:ation should ,
t;he day of dismissal be at hand St;aff eva.luat;ions have traditionally been diag-

nostic, pre\?‘friptive and generally non-punitive. Furtherjiore, written coments

%
»
%
>
*
L)

0

l'I'here are many possible reasons for this. In addition to the poor quality of -~ % °
evaluation instruments, administrators often do not have ‘the skills or the T %,
available time to 'make a’thorough and fair assessment. Furthermore,; philo- L
sephical or persona.lity differences with staff members may bias their inter- b e

pretations. ) 1
- S S |
L o - \ io. . O oA
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are .l\:kely to emphasize positive qualities and conpetencies. if a principal .

or department head 1s expected to make more discriminating assessments which

will be included in layoff decisions, then controversies over Interpretations
\

are 1ike1y The more so if such assessnents and interpretations are derived

from a poorly constructed instrument ‘used on one brief classrodm visit..

A

—

In effect, I am hypothesizing t this situation’ threatens the negotiated
order oft management established in-schools, In the process it nay galvanize-
teachers to see questions of‘tstaff'ing as part of their "prot‘essional interest"

A schodl board's imposition of.RIFing policies and procedures may be viewed as
an encroachment “on teachers! professional status and as a "shared ordeal" to

be confronted through collegial efforts. If this is so, the sehool board inad-
Vertently will have created the type of solidarity and collegial feeling found in

the established professions (Lortie, 1975: T4).

_ Unlike- evaluations years of service to a district pravide a more
measurable and thereby a more acceptable criteria among\teachers (Martin, 1977:°
National School Board Public ‘Relations Association, 1976). One knows where one’
stands on;a seniority 1ist and can make reasonable estimates of being fired.
Totai teaching experience or degrees obtained can usually be used to break tiles
in dates of appointmenf;.  Although seniority creates other problems which are
discussed 1In another paper (Phelan 1982) it is an orderly way of’ accomplishing

staff contraction while preserving existing role—relationships in a school

(Murnane’, 1981). At least a teacher is not as; threatened by a principal's sug-.

gestions for improving performance. . o

Y ~
© Staff preferences for participation in staffing decisions may be related
" to differences in social background Previous research has shown that@nen are

"slightly more professionally oriented" than WOmen,£Corwin 1970; 342).
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.ana @af‘him_, experience are probably %"e i:tpo:"tant fdctors (Cele, 1963}, 2 tiew, .
. > - N / . -
younger teachers of the I97J!s "never' xnew 1 ’:L'ne Ftnogt coll ect*ve barrainting® .~ °

N
- 4 it

by ¢ ..eaé,:(er' unions"* (O'Donley, 1977: 3")5 Cons'equentiy tne;{ *:g, be more L‘nc‘tne!

than tneir o.Lder colleagues to seex control over' stalfins dec siOns :)thcr Hac;-:- )

w‘c

groum charact;ex;istics such as-degree.of ;,radaat;e a:upat.ion nau be ind*cacomz of

a comiunent; t;o t:eaching & a pmfessiOnal career, @

Fina.lly, e 1.mpact of a district's enrollment pattern and Rifing policies-  ©F

¢

- MY ue "ounfounded by staff composit;ion e... pmpor'tion of yomgér members.

e

< .

’ e ’
-

. " FESRAHCH DESIGN o . .

kue Sour‘ces ' . ; . ~ s . ;‘

(-‘o

The researcn r'epor'ted her'e is par't of a t:hree-year‘ swc.y of colleague ! la-
cionsnips wit;n.in the differing c‘ont:ent;s of enrollmert change, RIF polibies and ~
« procedures, and actua,l staffl réleases QJ.xt:een school districts, c,eograpmcally

“

pSpreas from \Iortheastem Massachusetts t;o Cape Cod on the South, were selec(ed .

for nartic:\pation in t:he st:udy. Eight of these dist:ricts nad exoerienced dec.l.nes :

R4

ranging f‘mm 10% since 1975-tq 37 since 1969" > With r'elat:*ve‘ly. st;able or increas-

-

ing enrol]ment;s tne remaining eight had been chosen as a cont;rol group. however,

t;hese dist;ricts will need t;o be c;,losely wat;ched a.nd analyzed as a resuit of st;af‘f‘ -

~

N,

x

reductions due to; Proposition, .

R r:.ver-y ef‘f‘ox“t was made to const;ruct; a’sample whi ch "xat:ched changes in en’roll- 2

.

ment; wit;h variations in RIF language and socio—economc cqnoositiom o {1lust rate, \\

o

t:wo moderate income commnities’*near zéston had unally sharp cont:raccion (1. e.,

greater than 308 since 1970-72)" 1h school populat&on but differed completely in

s
~

. ret;ention policies; ,one with a strongly worded senipriuy clause and t;he ot;her

. with multiple criteria inc¢luding perforiance. Sifflarly,. “wo more affluent

Al -. .
. . . ’
~ ’ .
N \

+i2 . Lk

,
\ LS ‘ . -'
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N

- middle—class suburbs and :one working-elass city had a 25-30% decline since 1973
but plaped’a different emphasis/ on sen:fority: namely,""t:he last consideration
} . ) : .
- . among s‘evef'a.l, one of many criteria with no priority, and the most important .

factor. Three other communities shared more modest enrollment declines but repre-
. . ] - \

14

sented varied RIF clauses and socio-economic composition. Similar heterogeneity.

g.ppeared in the "control" group although three of these sys"t:ems‘ did not have a

-

RIF clause. : ] ‘

S .

Since the cfist;rict sampler was gnot; selected at randém, the reader may ask
now tne study's result:“s cén be gene'raiizedw'ross Massac usc-.:t;t:s and the Unitged
States. This question overlooks the primary purpose of g\_e‘project to explore

. .
the effects of different staffing policies.on the prefessional cormitments of
.teacners. In otber’ words., we need more knowledge abgut; teacher réSponses to

alternative educational strategles for coping with organizational contraction.

.Wherever ‘;Sossible within each district, four elementary schools. one middle
or ,juqior high school, énd‘half.of t:he/ high school departme\nt;s were selected at
\ random.l Ad,justing for differences in the gr'ac‘ie st;n:cture and. distribution of
schogls, and the non-participation of one high school, we arrived at a 1980-81
savge'ofI@ §chgol'$‘. Within each unit, the principal and all regular classroom
teachers wer;-: invitéd ‘to participate in a series of surveys and mtewiews'during
1980-83. Despit:a the st:\r;ong feelings of voter rejection and job insecurity gen- .
erated by Proposition 2%, 56% (N = 1,586) of the ‘,eli’gible teachers completed a

self-administered questionnaire during the periéd October 1980 - Februaiy 1981.°2

- — § .
. 1 first divided elemeritary schools into (a) traditional”and (b) alternative

'~ organizational forms. If possible, two of each type were then selected. In one

- . high school two "houses" rather than departments were the participants.

v

. . /
Z’I‘hése were regular classroom teachers (including music, art, and physical
education) employed on a full-time basis (with the exception of kindergarten) at

' . one of the 89 schools. All teachers’in two small high schools (located in stable
gystems) were surveyed. Responses in January - February 1981 were the result of
our follow-up of the Fall survey. ' o ’

o
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" Of those responding, 49% are located in one of the eight declimng districbs. )
» Two-thirds are female and a striking 85% hold tenure. 1 Tnis sample 1s sligntly
_si_cewed toward a younge:m neration of teachers (i.e. 67% born during the 40's or
50's) imt; a genération with high credentials.(i.e. 52% with at 1<-.:<:is‘1: a Master's -

degree and only‘“ 13% without- some ér‘aduéte study) . e .

‘3;:3:;} 2 l . Y . .
= ~ Method of Analysis. . _ . .- .

P - , A N

The basic analytical model takes teacher preferences for teacher participa-

t;ion in personnel decisions as the dependent variable and t:he district context,
enrollment changé and RIF language, as t:he major independent variable. Elabora- -
tion of this model occurs when we.add intervening organizational factors, e.g.
principal-staff contact, ar(md Mdiviéual background variables, e.g. age. After ,
further ana_jlys'is of existing data supplemented by later surveys and interviews, )
‘ we will have a clearer view of: Bie hypothesized influence discussed 1n this
N ‘ paper. 7 ~ ﬁ _ :
| There are five steps to the analysis of the survey data. Fi’rst,'é measure
of teacher preferences for schcgaol @ecision-making was determined from the ques-
" tion: 'What role do you believe teachers should play in _decisions on the follow- .
ing?". Eight items were listed including appointment of teaching staff, appo;ir—n;-' ,
| ment of .s’choo‘l princliqpa.l, tenure decisions, staff retertion, transfer of teachers,
and instructional tecmiques. .For each 1ltem response alternatives and scores - -

L] -

2,
assipned were:

.

s (1) Administrators should make decisions with little or
no role for teachers.

; ' . (2) Administrators should informally consult teachers. N
o (3) Mminist:rat;ors should formally consult teachers.

(4) Teachers should make decisions with little or no <.
role for administrators. ’

B Id

lTenure is usually given after three years of service.

'ERIC e 14 »
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. L . )
Guttman scaling technicues were applied to the data in order tO'det:em}ine if
I / ~

)

there was a hierarchical st;ruct;ure to responses.” Although a scale was construc-

. ted, i'eﬁeverely reduced variability to pass or fail for each item. 'I found

that a simple addit;ive measure which included degree of preferred role-involve- .

ve

ment, was' more sticcessful in subsequent; analyses of variance. K
‘e v -

. -~

L Responses to two key items were summed; namely, appointment of teachi.ng

ya

st;aff' ard appoint;ment; of school principal Taking t;he sample as a whole t;he

4

waj ority Qf t:eaéhers, as expected, did not seek a for'me_l decision—making role in
.p_o_‘c"r_) pérsonnel areas (X 2 4.18; SO = 1.42). It will Be interesting to see if
tne lons-term effect;s' of Pr’opositiori 23 and declining enrollment induce movement
“.:owar?i'.mre di'rect:‘ infiuence. Such an ou‘bcomeL is sugmested f_zrom a breakdg:;m of
rtespOnses by district, which show declining systems with-multiple RIF criteria,

obtaining ‘the highest average scores. DMNore on this later.

- ’\ \
As a second step in the analysis, I arranged school districts according to

the criticel cc;nt;exts of enrollment pattem and staffing policies. Three groups

emerged five declining districts holding several RIF criteria inciuding perfor}-

mance evaluat;ions, t;hree with decisive seniority clauses, and eight non-declining <

systems. uogically, t:b(first _group appeared more vulnerable “to both pressures

of reduction and staff uncertainty about their position in the RIF process, as

" well as the proce%ss it:self Those dist:rict:s following st;rict; seniority provided

menbers with great:er predictability and securit:y, at 1east: for older, more

experienced t:eachers. ‘The eight: stable or increasing systems become a mixed'or
. "tan.'xished" control group. In a few cases there were genulne concerns about the

impact of 2%. On the other hand, when t:he‘.survey was~corrrplet;'ed in the Fall of 1980

P . A
these coricerns were probably less focused on RIF procedures. Unlike the declin-

~ ing systems, the entire process was new to them. I expect that subsequent

: ?

Iinege items were selected in part because they were consistent with the theo-
»  petical considerations previdusly discussed./They also showed the clegrest
variability and attained a relatively<higrcorrelation (r = .417).

L g 15 o
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invest:igation will lead to some recasting of dist;rict: groups.
Third, I perf‘ormed a separat:e analysis of varianaa wit;h the {easwe of

[ 4

t:eachers preferences as the dependent: variable and our dist:rict: groups alone,
— A R and——-t.hen in combination with salient background variables. A$ wé shall see, an
individual's date of* birtn and hig;hest: degree or level of course work had some

. exolanator'y power. Select:ion of t;nese variables f‘ollowéd the rationale discussed

-

in ‘the proposa_l ’ ' . .
’ Fourth, the’ organizational context of adm.nis‘srative—t;eacher contact 1is

considered., Three Survey it;ems dealinz, wi*ch t;ne f‘requency of interaction be-

(" tween teacher and prmcipa_ or department head made up an additive index. The

/e

items dealt with (a) infomal classroort visits by these administrators,

(p) alscussions on classroom matters, and (¢) ‘conversations about; school dis-

trict policies. After “,cal%ci‘iﬂating' a niear; score ‘¢ each school’ (wit:h at least
10 fespondents) I treated the contextual variable as a covariate in the analysis.
’ Fifth, a district's staff cogposition by age and experience was examined.
: After standa.rdiﬁzing and averaging responses to date of birth, and calculating
the percentage of t:eachérs having at least ten years of experience, I correlated
these measures with the dependent variable, teacher pref‘erences. A sig;nif‘icant;

_result identified a factor to be included in the basic model.
, ) . ,

’ * o

RESUL'PS . . ‘ ' . ' . .

-

What role should t:eachers play in decisions on appoim:ment;s of inst:ructional

.

staff and of school principa.l? When our measure of‘ t:eacher pref‘erences f‘or input,

. 1

or control is entered into a one-way analysis of variance by our grouping of
enrollment patterns and RIF clauses, the district context obtains an eta value

of 18 (R2 .032). Mean deviations. form the grand mean (4. 18), follow the

lProg;,r'am ANOVA from SPSS (Nie, 1975) was used t:hroug,hout the analyses.
¥ , -
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predicted direction, namely 38 'f'or the five declining districts with multiple
criteria, -a13 f'or the stable systems, and -.25 f'or the three contracting. systems

with strong’ seniority clauses While these dif'f'erences are small, they do pro-—

’ vide some support for the proposition that teacher pursuit of colIeag\je %)ntrol '

-

over personnel decisions is most likely to occur under the stressful conditions

of declining 'enrollfnent and ambiguous reduction clauses.

An elaboration of the ana.Lytical model occurs when age and educational

credentials are added. Respondents were divided by district date of birth
< ! <~ .

and highest degree or. level of course WOrK. Table 1 shows that éach factor makes

1 After ust-

an independent contr‘i})ution to the explanatory power of the model.
ing for the ef‘f‘ects of‘ date “of* birth and de e', the district context cop#4nues
to have an impact namely 18 instead of 17 The most .important characteristic

"of respondents is their educational credentials which has,a beta of‘ .20.

-
[ 4

Adpittedly, the model as a whole explains o'nly 7.-8? of the variance in \
teacher pref'erences This f‘igmu'e'i:rpr'o"\res slightly wnen differences by sex are
added (R® = .087).° But, statistical significance, orsthe lack of it, should
not be confused with substantive significance 'With data gathered in the Fall
of 1982 and 1983 a longitudinal analysis will show if the trends uncovered here
are significant and intensifying. ' ' s : y .

A breakdown of teacher pref'erences for dif‘f‘erent' categories of each, f'act’or .
is presented in Table 2. When we ad,just for the conf'ounding effects of other
factors, the district context changes very little f‘rom the resdlts of tt the one-

way analysis of variance. -Turning to the breakdown by date of‘ birtn, older

"\ ?
Preliminary tests.confirmed that there were no sigxif‘icant statistical inter-
actions among these factors.

2Sex is not included in Table 1 because the unadjusted eta of :10 dropped to a
partial beta of .07, accounting for less than 1% of the variance.
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TABLE 1

H

\‘ ¥ . \a
e ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
/. . ' . . . . K
TEACHER PREFERENCES BY DISTRICT CONTEXT, .
7
. DATE OF BIRTH, AND DEGREE .
' 4 R
Source /of Sum of DF Mean P, Signif.- ° ETA® . BETA”
- Variatiion Squares Square ) of F
Distric‘t\j 85.490 2 4275 22,843 001 17 .18
DOB. » 52,903 . 3 17.634 9.424  .001 .10 .14
, Ed. L 98777 4 24.694  13.197 .00 .18 +.20°
Credentials ’ _ _
“Explatned ' 219:051, — 9~ 24339 13:007 000 - R=.280  R°=.078
. . . . - o
Residual 2,584,148 1381 1.871 ( , N=1,391

il

deﬁendent variable on a factor.

for the ot;hgar factors.,- .

-

-

18

~16-

K i . \.
Dyalues for beta repre%the independent contribut

) ) )

3 1s statistic is equivalent to a §imple beta from a bivariate linear regression of the

L4

ion of each variable after adjusting

(%



 TABLE &

TEACHER PREFERENCES BY CATEGORIES OF
DISTRICT CONTEXT, DATE OF BIRTH, AND
(‘ EDUCATIONAL CREDENTIALS:

» * MEAN VALUES
- _ . ‘
. FACIOR AYD MEANS* N
: \\cgr_x;scom .
" DISTRICT CONTEXT |
DECLINE, & SENIORITY  ° 3.95 & oy
. NON-DECLINE 4.0l ot
DECLINE-MULTIPLE ) 555, " 427
CRITERIA
po . ;
1950 OR LATER 4.37 350
1940-49 { ' » 412 . 591
.+ 1930-39 4,10 . 278
1929 OR EARLIER 3.70° 172
ED. CREDENTIALS
COLLEGE, DEGREE 3.69 178
SOME GRAD. STUDY 3.9 4 N 489
MASIER'S\ DEGREE u,3ll q”‘_:; 253 - . ﬁﬁ-‘m‘é@
* —  EEYOND MASTER'S.DEGREE, T
Pn.D. OR E4.D. b6t 16

!
4

lmese means are-adjusted for the c

&
48

-

>

‘ 19

17~ ..

L4

<

onfounding effects of the other variables.
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teachers - especlally thosg born prior to 1930 - wanted, on average, less
-~

‘ iﬁfluence on personnel decisions than their younger colleagues. Consistent

. ’ wit;h more tradit;onal role-definitions, tHey Arobably consider staff appoint-

ments as t;he emlusive prerogative of administ;rators.
. .
younger t:eachers are less likely to give such deference. : .

Nmiine

As previously» noted,

’

As one might expect, increments of graduate st;udy, particularly at the

. ' Master's level or above, are assoclated with preferences for increased influence

over st;affing matters. Perhaps teacher com;act wit;h advanced course work or

wit;n ‘universit;y professors kindled an int;erest: in professional st:andards of

[y

cont:rol
Other“contextual variables k;eside district were examined.t When the
® school level measure of principal (and department head) contact with teachers:
is added to the model, the findings prove disaopointing (r = ,0008). Perhaps

the problem lies with the indicator used. Or, administrator-teacher contact

may not be as important as we expected. Further research on this point 1s

planned.

3

\

Turning to district composition by age and experience, only. the standardized

. }l .

measure of date of birth attained a Significant correlation with teacher prefer-,

ences (.176). After dropping the individua? indicator of age ,'\t;ne district-wide

variable was entered as a covariate in the ANOVA analysis. This step only slightly

- cnanged the values of veta for district context and degree.2

Furthermore, it did
.065 , C

Apparently ie at; the }ndividual. level of analysis was more °

not add,:but rather reduced, the explanat:ory power of the model (R
instead of .078).
-

A

important than its compositio effect by district. !

.

+

1

One of these

evel of schooling, attalned statistical significance only when s

it interacted

th district context.

Pending further study, this variable is °

not; included here.

: Bet;a for district increased from .18 to 19 and for deg;ree decreased f‘rom .20

to .18.

Lo
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SIGNIFICANCE AND IMPLICATIONS

l had hypothesizéd that teachers facing RIF decisions based on ambiguous

. criteria and procedures e.g. performance evaluations would be more likely to

seek control or influence on staffing decisions, i.e. a.ppointments, promotions)

4

transfers, and releases. Furthermore, this relationship would be more pro-

nounced when staff members had minimum contact with, their supervisors. The

results do not ful]y support these propositions. The‘re ‘are several likely

s

e

A

-reasons for.this: -

“ *

more concerned about and involved with curriculum and instruction than with

o

Y

Y

Fifst, as discussed in the theoPetical framework, teac

-

e generally

k)

) staffing matters.

Preoccupation with classroom events meshes well with' a modi-

fied nierarchical model of governance.

In effect teachers are saying to admin

istrat ors :

"Give me. the tools, e. g books supplies, etc s and leave me alone

.I?'

to do my Job " As it stands this statement. probably overgeneralizes their

actual views and misses the diversity of career coxmnittments. Still, it does

touch upen a prevailing individualistic orientation which needs tqQ change, before

?
'

4N

colleague participation in school decisions becomes wide'spread.,

Second \the full eff.‘ects of declining enrollment and the budget cuts of :

Proposition 2% are more likely to appear following the largetscale R]Fing and
At the ‘time of ‘the Fall 1980 survey,

transferring of teachers during 1981.

praqtitioners could hope that a way out would be found Unf‘ortunately,

, [

- required by state law, no‘:ices of intent to RIF members vg,ere sent eut in Aoril
and May of 1981. Although property reevaluations and state reimbursements dur- - '

ing the summer helped some, but not all districts to recall teachers the

-
TS

trauma of mass layoffs is more pervasive t than a year ago. Despite recent

. changes 1% Proposition 2’4 the srestr_ictions on budg;et increases are still formidable.

5-

- -
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A&lt;hougl t:his paper 1is f‘a.r from defﬁqit:iVe it dOes provide a preliminary
- indication that teachers are reassessing their prof'estional roles. Only further -
study will show f teachers are seeking g;reat:er voice i degisions on st;af‘f‘
.appoint:ments reduct;iorrS“ et;c. In the meant:ime .school administ:rat;ors can regluce +
the pains of retrenchment if' t;hey work out the deﬁails with teachers. T be

®

fired is difficult enough Not, to mderst:and why one Was selected ‘1s a t;ragedy

*

whicn contracting scho'61 systems can“ ill afford.f,
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